
Before t he  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

Appeal #$1$5 J. I. Bender & Sons, appellants. 

The Zoning Administrator D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and car r ied  with $!r. Hatton not voting, the 
following Order was entered on May 17, 1965: 

ORDERED: 

That the appeal f o r  a variance from t h e  r e a r  yard requirements of the  
C-4 D i s t r i c t  t o  permit addi t ion t o  e d s t i n g  s t ruc ture  t o  extend f o r  f u l l  height 
of s t ruc ture  without add i t iona l  rea r  yard setback and t o  e r ec t  roof s t ructures  
i n  accordance with Section 3308 of the  Zoning Re;:ulations a t  l l09- l l l l  - 18th 
S t ree t ,  N.W., l o t s  812, $13 and 814, square 161, be granted. 

Fromthe records and the  evidence adduced a t  t h e  hearing, t h e  Board firsts  
the  following facts :  

(1) Appellant's l o t s  have a frontage of 122.5 f e e t  on 18th S t r e e t  with depths 
of 109.62 and 125.6 f e e t  and contains a n  area of 14,360 square feet .  

(2) The property is  improved with a f our-story o f f i c e  building which was 
o r ig ina l ly  designed a s  a six-story building t o  be used as an automobile warehouse. 

(3) The f i r s t  s t o r y  of t h e  e a s t i r g  bu i ld i rg  occupies 100% of t he  l o t  while 
the  upper th ree  s t o r i e s  occupy l e s s  of t he  lo t .  

(4) The a p p e l l ~ n t s  propose t o  add four  s t o r i e s  which w i l l  occupy the  s a m  
l o t  area a s  t he  upper th ree  s t o r i e s  of t he  ex l s t i ng  building. 

(5) In computing the  r ea r  yard appellant  u t i l i z e d  one-half of t he  a l l eys  shown 
on the p l a t  provided t h e  Bo-rd which gives him r e a r  yards of 12'611 on t he f i v e  
foot  wide a l l e y  s i de  of the  building and 15' on t h e  eight  foot wide a l l e y  side 
of t h e  building, whereas regulations require a r e a r  yard of 18121' from the  
center  l i n e  of the  a l l eys  f romthe  2nd f l oo r  t o  t h e  top  of the  eighth s to ry  
parapet . 

(6) There was objection t o  t h e  granting of t h i s  appeal  from the abut t ing 
property owner of l o t s  823 and 828, square 161, being premises U4-26-28 
Connecticut Avenue. This protes tant  s t a t e d  t h a t  t he  appellant  figured h i s  corn- 
putations of the  r ea r  yard from the  cen te r  l i n e  of a pr ivate  a l l e y  which he has 
100% i n t e r e s t  i n  a t  t h i s  time. He fu r the r  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  there. is  a f i v e  foot  
s t r i p  which he has p a r t i a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  which was a l so  used i n  the computation 
of the  r e a r  yard. This is  a l s o  a pr ivate  alley. He s t a t ed  fu r ther  t h a t  appellant 
should not be permitted a variance on h i s  r e a r  yard requirements a s  it w i l l  i n te r -  
fe re  wi th  h i s  property r ights .  

OPINION: 

The h a r d  f inds  t h a t  t h e  ex i s t ing  four-story building has established a 
nonconforming r e a r  yard and t h a t  t o  add add i t iona l  s t o r i e s  with the same r e a r  
yard w i l l  not have an adverse a f f e c t  on the neighborhood, be detrimental  t o  
the  public good or  impair t h e  in ten t ,  purpose, and i n t eg r i t y  of t he  zone plan. 



The Board f u r t h e r  f i n d s  t h a t  t h e  enclosure on the roof of t h i s  proposed 
o f f i c e  bui ld ing f o r  service  equipment w i l l  harmonize with t h e  main s t ruc tu re  
i n  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  character ,  ma te r i a l  and color. 


